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Claim 1 recites an imprint template for imprint lithography that comprises alignment 

whetem Uic em; tJJuo mc.e A su.maar> die J\p- oc \> -m ,s lam o luh^gtanhy 
ecju v j ^ I cn empkae b 

■ AOvYO 1 m, m , v on K nM Oc 5 \s J ^ nd 

epea - cess q res prope i am ent of the mold oi mpi i e with eaci thest 

t-J ms <! <*. v ss. a *\ah >< i nt amp ppo < <. »d em cit ; ks h at 
narks on the substrate . < m . s - ■, set SO i 

ut , - h s o 4 j > t \ ) s , ks v ae t >k to 

v > - . , ill „ ^ - a i >s t ! 1 

iSf 0 \d:manem mark ; aa> generate a mohc aha men , lei 1 rsc >! , a teohot - 
-m- : .aem m p.isnmo the moid -r tmprmi temple itXame m the s:iKtraie -XU2L Another 

t on ! oi\>J m , t 

may comprise plates of a capacitor such that the sensor detects a eapacitant between the marks. 
[00.12]. The alignment marks are embedded m the imprint template and are fabricated from a 
U< < m of retraction is drfvroni <m that of at least the hulk • ivt of the 

0 a i i v i x m j!u I A >C , s< mo - \ u nti o* t'm 

imprint template and the alignment marks is large enough to enable the radiation utilized to 

O v v^M l tj\ u !<, «. v , , , , v i v ^ -m ^< 

ihemumk-r. j«HC" Imnhen embeddmo do .mgrmmm s emmles _ can a a radiation to 
v. m v. i * < < v> O! i ^ - f t > j ^ t o« s ,< s vi;U ei t 

1 > '<. N c ! n t nn . tp ♦ i it. t i.s «\ 

406 are at a distance from a surface of imprint templates 420 and 421 thai is large enough to 

t t f t * i p < m , , r 

is- 1 t. arks c mate U'si ,J . m er [0( 53 T >1 ows i ie 

v |tt0^4 
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s gyres s \ > . , if>h> jOOM K 4 

VI C R \_\ > , \ ^ o- L | x jj ^ > \ x >p x 

1. Claims 1-7 and 11-15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
1] n \ . K ^""^ u c\\ 1 /<n U ^ Puhl -,1k P \p| ^ ti >n 



Clai is 8 16 jd 19-20 su id rejected Uftdei J5 * i t > irg 

nonKeo > \ en M ■' <•> wJ ! t S 5 m n \ cV>i 

3. Claims 9-10 and 17-18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C f 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mancini In view of Lof and Cave ley and further in view of Jeans (U.S. 
Published Patent Application No. 2004/02 19246). 

VP. N , , \ \ 

1. Claims I -7 and 1 5 stand rejected undo* ^ ^( t a.s be ig amkdpa'cd 

by Mmcw* (U.S. Patent No. 63S7J87) in view of Im/ (VS. Published Patent Application No. 

1 f > k •> v X * V OS 1 s v.v ' . Ik \ ttiv M 

. :d j *'A\ ea» o»\ v\cj> eL\rem of the claim must He found within the cited prior art 
.reference. 

v * e i <<. i npi 1 terp.tv S > nt > ^ - P >s ^ \m 'en k jk 

ec ed vitl s . i x c i fhe Examine! isserts that Ma u teaches e igmnent 

r.jd ^ vm >> e _ Surfnx 2d !- ' >< A h mgnnn/nl P ei Pv--: : ; ;■• . -.ui P,:c si ;,r-,e; .P). 
\hgnme narkx e dvseiilxx i P m» sc sc less >ed sp]7j 1'he \am scr 

cannot "u Pv meaning e? al j< • k s aP \\U-n i« \ y , Pr;u e Jvte-vx^ 1 11 tcj..'hes 
i ! ' f». does not teach ur suggest tl ei 20 «. r -surface 22 in 

any way performs m alignment function as do the alignment marks reeded within the present 



invention. An exummer >tsj\ broadly nik-sprct daim h.nu'iren. K ti t ^uch mkTpreuuion must be 
reasonable and eou.ns:eni n nh * *.\mi ^ ,ij K >\ ' , \ d<.s>m term \s ncrerd\ 
given the ordinary and customary meaning thai the term would have to a person of ordinary skill 

314 {Fed. ( " v niv i construing a clanr. te lie person o ordinary s& I) n 5 le 

art is deemed to read the claim term ... .in the context of the entire patent, including the 

iv< {' j • v ,j i v iiv 't > \ \ > ^ Id, at 

ille- 1 >■» k < i'tke g e> via f i v ; ,\ 'n i u f v v N " n 

light of the specification as it would be interpreted b\ one o! old nun skid in the art."' 
d * ^ N ii'.oi ecc, u-ed ^ he Oiikv. hos^e; must be rc^onaH- CLums ar. 
not to be read in a vacuum and while it is true they are to be given the broadest, reasonable 

>r h> the 

- - h ho n i.vr .rev 'o i- . pe k <d ! M \ 1 * l, See 

also MPEP §2111, Since the Examiner's prima facie case of obviousness depends upon the 
i - ssertions of what Mancini teachc I >pln ebudet 

such a\.v! on- h v 1 Nun nc c <n t.asc of obs > % iiv An 

applicant may specifically challenge an obviousness rejection by showing that the Examiner 
cache m k-< ect conclusion > ob\ nisncss or that the E.x i e >ased tiie jbviousness 
determination on incorrect factual predicates. In re R fife* 7 US ! Q 2 i - s ed, Cu 

1998), 

* * » it.u ^ uv i d n ^ n v t ks use in. imprint 

i i p ! <n c up o,c v t us s > \ 

vO iUn.vi », v M v n t s i „ u d ! t , is an 

^ < ^ , < *hue is no tcudung or e\et r u M^.e. t or 

neM- , v Jv v s iu n — <, " ^ o ^ ^ k s >m>' fv The 

hxamme ia re-cog i/ed thn and I -> diet upnn die Examiner's nnreasouabU broad 
interpretation of the teachings of Marians in an attempt to find a disclosure of alignment marks 
in \kw< < that v h\anunvr ^ t ; st t a n ik art ai the time the invention was 
n (I n i d inn. e> n ,e the two reierenccs in order n> armo ; the .iinmed rnenoon 



\|;>'Kar:N haw ^ v >, hv , i>K ,^ cu t c t ^ 1 , v > 

caches iKgnmen marks kx esul one skilled n the thr. ei , s i e 

°>oae i\ i e ,\ ^ < h ,c e, < i ! , i - v n? I 

HvP<n t * "Hk iv v > i e r\ v ii ,11 
of alignment marks embedded within an imprint template, 

^ a. u „ ov v v i ! , •> i > k >!v , - v , ^ < 

lean eOo h and therefore tailed to punt a ;>.•/«/ . . a coo w ohy:ous»os'< j a rejecting 
s a ' ' . e< * e , v ' _ n u {K ^ v »k u ,u s > e< <t v t 

an up j eamlate. a \' uIVvmi' 1 i h t 1 v ea e\ 1 « < o K id- o sa ^es 
the jam auan m clean 2. 

Claim 3 recites that the one or more mcdenom n\; i.-uias o s , i-..v',' o en J. a 
predetemiined radiation to irradiate predetermined regions disposed under a surface of the 

' iiAU i l luoliicakv'Usv^ j t * t -i 

of an imprint template. Space 25 recited in Muncini does not meet such claims limitations, nor 
does Mancim recite an imprint template nor a need to irradiate regions under the surface of such. 

mp template \s i o«dt the in ex lnt\ fa et u vo\ e t 4 case of 

oho oust ess so e < , in< chum * 

e 1 iu do mate hose index o 

- ' 1 ' ^ v - 1 c v 1 i ! ^ , i ! m t upon 

£c ! vammer lus not ,uk c s i he eomhmatior of 

ctv'w-( , <. a. ' K ' ^ - lek 

'* > <- 1 ^ > * t at o< at _av tee e \< v ! m t ? w rv> < m> 

monrrm* itle The Kvammer has not spec! iiejjly aodsovsed the^ c am mmn t is 
,! <■ ! f >- } > ,b m > \\s si 
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v . docs ci k s i! i j ^ mterKts n<u adeqiufvav ^hoa- mw 

^ a.aaa win t, t ' > u 2< < that the md^Y o< ^Mv'Hh of the rao."^ o r v,l son the 
alignm , V.c ee ^ J 'to on nor; a o Jum' a ,v oi ah ao mramt > made 

With respect to claim 6, the Examiner has asserted that surface 22 may include a metal. 
Review., abaca ^.n::u.o 2: o ;v ■! alignment mark, tho bvammer has faded So prove a prima 

> <. V i-v ^ v l <4 v.-, N ^ \ It^'l UJII U ll a- L ? K i ( v< S f 

^' ^ 1 " v N > v Ov o x J Id. 

<-v s a. 5 is O Xt^vu J ! i il ^ MX 

< v n template o. . t naneraa i the u •> *. oi s >«u ^ s me m t > . 1 used io 

form ot! a portions oi the bulk material « 1 the raprin te np ate Since the Examiner has not hi 

1 « - N ps k; 1} ddn. sod the- chi \ hnau ams the xamine has as ,'d t prove a /?/vwa 
easeof obviea ess rejecting t n 7. 

With respect to claim 1 L it is patentable for similar reasons as given above with respect 
to claim 1. Furthermore, claim 1 1 recites thai the bulk materia! i> 4 - 1 . < $ > « p ha\ iog 
a pred< kn i? < » . v 1 e ! xan itiei has not - m> way addressed \Uk- Amm hnmatmn 
For this reason alone, claim 1 1 is patentable over the cited prior art, since the Examiner has 
failed to prove a prima facie case of obviousness in rejecting claim l\ Claim 11 is also 
patentable 2a samba rcasuns an »■% en abo\ c w ah respect to claim 2 

O . s v. ! il Svtl- x SL ^ 1> i t ,lf • 

t ban; ) * ^ oalanaabe * iXoiba; ^ ws us i _ i ^ waih respect m elaira -!. 
^ 'C 1 1 ^ . k, . h ? a 2 • v *<< t s ^ „ . . m e t : avrt V cVam a 
' 5 is on , ons .u- s ! i\ei > s s<< „ sect to v hm 6 



s v i 1 ^ ! ! 1 >. I aodci s being 

onpaa.-o;ablc -over .\f>.uwmi m view of /,p/~ and Caiveley (IS Patent No. 6,165,01]}. In 

- ^ l 1 aa 1 " e , *, v. 
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However, the Examiner asserts that ^Calveley teaches the use of a release material layer 
with t ,v "> s vol " »rc ( s , , * 

ordinary skill hi the art to modify Mam im with the addihoi of a release Save? as taught by 

e a ms <. . u s i v. - . , \ t „ v \ ^ 

assert thai because Memo;/ fails to teach '•alignment marks embedded m an ma material 

n laded m vd c u i >u w , s, , v neund 

said ailgnm is recite ^dependent ci id 1 1 , i \ is if 

5 v v s >m \ s a v m> k. i j \ v." i 

' q and > ofo a; 

With respect m independent claim ' Mancim neither discloses nor renders obvious 
covering either patterning layer 20 or surface 22 with the same material used to fabricate 
substrate 12, Further, Calveky does not disclose covering contrast pattern 16 with the same 
e v< o . x m ^ . 14. 

>e , a,ii , e me r to . \ » s s , < „ for 

teaching the use <U' ;s mask :rs creating the mrpnn; template d-nnhcant,- traverse since 
Applicants « eady shev* ow uigament : rks e not in any wa> au i < suggested 
-mru * \ ' v. em >Jib m d s _ > • t * , , i ,j <„ 5f , 

template is not in any way taught or suggested within Mancini, nor is depositing alignment 
,ui n the adanamm icaiures, , s V v me }-\ammef ; o dv.--.nhed s the 

imprint template, etching the alignment features through the mask, and then depositing alignment 
1 ts ^ i s \o e .,as„ i ob\ 'ousncv. 

eg^ > m v. r k \ n ms i ^od . in 1 

lu\ * u . f d mo -o 

> ! I - i i t v v v " « f i * ,j 

iikew scoot code , b 1 i k-ss of Lg/'and Cah i"he E? j 



Attorney's iXkkj x 21554-00400? 

. ' '■ v u the lumtauom. of clam; _ i or du^ reason \ i ^ Hk [ wiv-.r his f *u to 

1 v nafi case of ol snes 

3, Claims 9, 10, 17. and IS stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
w " e o\ v * n k\ o f ! , t6ahno a 

further in vie* .* <v*>- < >i*U :?^24o! applicants respcett'uih traverse 

1 t . v V.\> , so ! , 1 , v v i ^ 

> s -se, , ^! v ' < v <> v k f v i v * t j , nU n. « 

layer. 

v > v x 31] a V! at v.. ->e : <; - <. <> . ,\v* i ve-ue 

independent ciahns I and 1 1. respectively, are patentable over Alancim in view of Cah\<icy. for 
the sasons desc bo above the Examiner's assertion is moot 5 nw Applicants respectful]} 
assert that claims 9, 10, 17, and 18 are patentable over Mancini in view of Lot and ( aid 
further in view of Jeans. 

\s a result of the fore* ) 1 vs < c ( 

prove a prima fade case of obviousness in rejecting claims 1-20, 

The brief lee of $250 is enclosed. Please apply any other charges or credits to Deposit 
Account No. 06-1050. 
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I. N ,j\nnKc - \ > , m < 1 ^ no i .orpihes 

alignment mark* * dx u\ i u iK-ddm c _ a e > hulk material 
, v r ' em; ^ i ;m-\dd _ <i ,m > s - ^ . em narks. 

fhe imprin la jlate of claim w erem one < more o eal mm en t marks are 

1 .1-1 „ , ^ s. V ! ,1 Ul M N , V f 1 ' U i ) « k ! Oi lUUf vUC 

3. v TM' <un ^ u<l. Uk 1 c O . r o nu». d s 
f'Hul v ' - vO^ ,u Ji 2!WlO!i UK" U i ^ V>' 

3 Mi: \U\ O? i .e pr template, 

4. it, ■> \ „Lm : \\Le „ n M<. e'u o m atet Oor 
. mates ii I whose index ol refraction is different from that of at least the embedding material. 

uU»^ 10 v 1 d UOP n U tli! I * i O h 

that of a material into which an imprint is made. 

6, The imprint template of claim 1 wherein the alignment marks are metal 

?. T \ pi \i e p a te of claim 1 whe 
, ...i t e ro > ^ m ^ f ;he i;npnm k dmc . - , > ie <. mddmu 

Ht cnai used to ibrm i I i ; e i np a t 

8. 1 he smprmf template ■.dckrrn I wherein the surface <. foe. mmrim mmpfu'e 
m amies a release 

fhe print template of lah ^ therein there) east- layer is a tluorocarhost 

release layer. 

he - ' v oa \ t s t v. ^ eoth ho dcJ 

dun, nuorocarbon .dim 

s noonm mmplav H : o: =ps f lithography that comprises: 
! mic! aik\i dded < t < s v\ ru mla i r.ekak\ i k n t al 
v i sa?d embedding material 



' gtm\1 % . ^ .u* s. > m > 0_ ! v 1 

template 

1? rbe imprint template of claim i 1 wherein the one oi prede 
vh { xv, <. - ( n t k m <, v 

S XTS \\ OSst v c J C 1 )1 f C 

13, The imprint template C ! * 12 wherein die alignment marks are tabneated 

i P M It . m vW X ! d h U I )i its < - UX c ! f X 'ui> 

material, 

kh . t < kmiH "whcrem ike aak k of the nxuena 

erst n ui index »f refraction a lay* t s made 

IS. Tlx u-e melt 

id. The imprint template of claim 15 wherein the -> i u of the nxprmt tempkUe 
ncluil > ek se 1a> o f 

I " ^ iili'> I' i\ 1 K x v i 

release layer. 

IS fnem m emp'k 2 of claim 6 wherei the eleasel ye; ( i e 

ddii, <. ' ub 

19. \ k> l> u)f ! i ' HI M ipl tk I i> i 

comprises aiepa ok depositing a mask, on an imprint template; 

\ t l t 'cmpiafc, 

t , >X , ! t ! 

over covering the alignment marks with a same material used to fabricate the 
remos dig the mask. 

20, The method of claim 1 9 which further comprises treating the surface of the 
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No evidence was submitted pursuant to §§1 130, 1.13.1, or 1 1.32 of 37 C,!\R or of am 
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None. 



